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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Objections 



Claims 5, 7-8, 15, 19-20, 25-26, 32, 34-35, 38-43, 45-46, 49, 51, 59, 64-66, 68-74, 76, 
and 78 are objected to because of the following informalities: In claim 5, the phrase "also 
comprising comprises a personal digital assistant" is objected to as being grammatically 
improper. As per claim 15, the phrase "directly light from" is objected to as being grammatically 
improper. In claims 7-8, 19-20, 25-26, 51, and 59, "infra-red" is objected to as being incorrectly 
spelled; the Examiner believes "infrared" would be more appropriate. Regarding claim 32, the 
phrase "the projector protects an image" is objected to as being nonsensical. In claims 34-36 and 
64-66, the colon (":") in the phrase "providing web browsing functionality:" is believed to be 
used inappropriately; the Examiner maintains that a semicolon (";") would be more appropriate 
instead. Regarding claims 38, 68, 73, and 78, the phrase "output based on user implement 
actuation" is objected to as being grammatically incorrect. In claims 39-41 and 69, the colon 
(":") in the phrase "providing e mail communication functionality:" is believed to be used 
inappropriately; the Examiner maintains that a semicolon (";") would be more appropriate 
instead. As per claims 40-43 and 69-73, the word "e mail" is objected to as being incorrectly 
spelled; the Examiner believes that "email" or "e-mail" would be more appropriate instead. In 
claims 45-46 and 74, the colon (":") in the phrase "providing mobile commerce communication 
functionality:" is believed to be used inappropriately; the Examiner maintains that a semicolon 
(";") would be more appropriate instead. In reference to claim 49, the phrase "user indication 
interaction" is inconsistent with previous phrases, which recite "user indicator interaction." As 
per claim 59, "5 land" is objected to. In regard to claim 76, the phrase "providing at least an 
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mobile commerce communication output" is objected to as being grammatically incorrect. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph. of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 6 and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. Regarding claim 6, there is no antecedent basis for "said 
personal digital assistant." In claims 21 and 22, there is no antecedent basis for "said visible 
radiation illuminator." Similarly in claims 27 and 28, there is no antecedent basis for "said at 
least one visible radiation illuminator " 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
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Claims 1-13, 16-17, 19-29, 35-36, 40-41, 45-46, 49-61, 65-66, 70-71, and 75-76 are 
rejected under 35 U.S. C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,614,422, which is 
attributed to Rafii et al. (and hereafter referred to as "Rafii"). In general, Rafii discusses 
methods and devices for inputting data and commands into computer systems, particularly 
"companion computer systems," such as wireless phones or personal digital assistants (PDAs) 
(see column 1, line 20 - column 2, hne 20). Rafii particularly proposes configuring such 
companion systems to project an image of a keyboard, which may be used to enter data into the 
companion system (for example, see column 4, lines 7-33). 

Thus regarding claims 1 and 49, Rafii discloses that a companion system may comprise a 
projector, for projecting an image of at least part of the keyboard onto an inert surface in front of 
the companion system (see column 4, lines 7-33; and column 10, lines 41-56). Such a 
companion computer system also includes a sensor, specifically a "three-dimensional sensor," 
which is for sensing user interaction with specific locations of the keyboard image (see column 
4, lines 7-33; column 5, lines 39-53; column 9, lines 1 1-20; and column 10, lines 27-40). Lastly, 
it is understood that this companion system also comprises alpha-numeric information generation 
circuitry at the output of the sensor, the alpha-numeric information generation circuitry providing 
alpha numeric output to a display (see column 6, lines 42-58; and column 8, lines 45-63). This 
companion system described by Rafii is therefore considered an apparatus, like that recited in 
claim 1, and is considered to teach a method, like that recited in claim 49. 

As per claims 2-4 and 50, Rafii discloses that the companion system may be a wireless 
communicator, specifically a cellular telephone, which is operable to provide alpha-numeric 
output, such as e-mail, to a receiver (see column 8, lines 25-33; and column 8, lines 45-49). It is 
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therefore understood that such a cellular telephone comprises a housing, in which is mounted a 
projector, a sensor system, and alpha-numeric generation circuitry in order to implement the 
above-described projected keyboard (for example, see column 4, lines 7-33; column 5, lines 39- 
53; and column 6, lines 42-58). 

In reference to claims 5 and 6, Rafii discloses that the above-described companion 
computer system may be a personal digital assistant (PDA) (see column 8, lines 25-33; and 
column 8, hnes 45-49). It is therefore understood that such a PDA comprises a housing, in 
which is mounted a projector, a sensor system, and alpha-numeric generation circuitry (for . 
example, see column 4, lines 7-33; column 5, lines 39-53; and column 6, lines 42-58). 

Regarding claims 7-10 and 51-52, Rafii discloses that the above-described sensor 
comprises an illuminator, namely a "light source," which is for directing radiation of a specific 
wavelength over the image of the keyboard, and a sensor, specifically an array of pixel detectors, 
which are for sensing any radiation that is scattered, i.e. reflected, by a user indicator interacting 
with the projected keyboard (see column 10, line 56 - column 11, line 23; column 1 1, lines 65 - 
column 12, line 32; and column 13, lines 47-60). Rafii further teaches that the light source may 
emit hght of any known wavelength, and that the array of pixel detectors is used to detect light of 
the same wavelength emitted by the hght source (for example, see column 13, lines 47-60; 
column 14, lines 20-29; and column 15, line 63 - column 16, line 6). Consequently, it is 
understood that the light source may emit infrared light or visible light, and that the array of pixel 
detectors may sense this infrared light or visible light. A light source emitting infrared light is 
considered an "infra-red illuminator," like that recited in claims 7 and 8, and a Ught source 
emitting visible light is considered a "visible light illuminator," like that recited in claims 9 and 
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10. An array of pixel detectors detecting infrared light is considered an "infra-red sensor/' like 
that recited in claims 7 and 8, and an array of pixel detectors sensing visible light is considered a 
"visible radiation sensor, " like that recited in claims 9 and 10. 

With respect to claims 19-22 and 55-56, the light source described in the previous 
paragraph is either a laser or an LED (for example, see column 10, line 57 - column 11, line 2), 
and is therefore considered a "point source," like that recited in the claimed invention. Rafii 
teaches that the light from such a point source passes through a lens, like lens 288' in figure 3, 
and is radially directed to optically cover the projected keyboard (see column 13, lines 40-46; 
and note the hght rays 140 in figures 1 A and IB, as are described in column 10, lines 27-34). 
Thus light emitted from the point light source is radially directed from the point source, and is 
projected onto a flat surface. Consequently, the infra-red illuminator or visible light illuminator 
taught by Rafii, and described in the previous paragraph, is understood to comprise a "cylindrical 
reflecting element" like that recited in each of claims 19-22, which is for reflecting light from a 
point source and producing a generally flat, generally radially-directed light distribution. 

Regarding claims 25-28 and 59-60, the illuminator taught by Rafii is operative to direct 
radiation at a plurality of levels, designated by "Y-axis" locations, over the projected keyboard 
image, and the sensor taught by Rafii is operative to sense radiation scattered, i.e. reflected, by a 
user indicator at a plurality of locations there along (for example, see figure 3; column 11, lines 
8-23; and column 12, lines 18-47). This is done to determine, in part, the Y-axis position of the 
user indicator, or in other words, the height of the user indicator above the projected keyboard. 
Lastly, as is described above in the paragraph regarding claims 7-10, this illuminator of Rafii 
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may be an infra-red illuminator or a visible radiation illuminator, and this sensor of Rafii may be 
an infra-red sensor or a visible radiation sensor. 

In reference to claims 11-12 and 53-54, Rafii teaches that a user may interact with a 
projected keyboard using either a stylus or the user's fingers (for example, see column 7, lines 
36-54; and column 21, lines 21-54). Thus the "user indicator" recited in claims 1 and 49, and in 
the above paragraphs, may be a user finger or a stylus. 

Regarding claims 23-24 and 57-58, the above-described sensor of Rafii comprises an 
array of "discrete sensing elements," namely pixel detectors (see column 10, line 57 - column 
1 1, line 23), and a lens operative to image a region overlying each of a plurality of keyboard 
locations onto a corresponding pixel detector (see column 14, lines 20-29). By this reasoning, 
the sensor of Rafii is understood to comprise a "position sensitive detector," specifically an array 
of pixel detectors, and a lens operative to image a region overlying a keyboard location onto a 
corresponding region of the array of pixel detectors. 

As per claims 13, 16, 17, 29, and 61, Rafii discloses that the projector used to project a 
keyboard image may comprise a point light source, such as a laser, which illuminates a lens with 
a diffractive pattern dehneating a keyboard etched on it (see column 10, lines 41-56). The lens 
thus serves as a mask defining the image of the keyboard, and therefore, Rafii teaches that the 
projector comprises a point light source illuminating a mask defining the image of the keyboard. 
By this reasoning, the projector is considered to comprise a diffractive optical element, 
specifically this lens having diffractive pattern, which when illuminated produces the keyboard 
image on an inert surface. As shown in figure 1 A, when projected onto an inert surface, the 
keyboard appears non-distorted even though the projector does not directly (e.g. at a 90^ angle) 
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point to the surface. Such an angle of incident would normally create a distorted keyboard 
image. Thus it is understood that, to create such a non-distorted image given the angle of 
projection, the mask of Rafii is formed to define a distorted representation of the keyboard image 
in order to compensate for distortions in the projector. 

Regarding claims 35, 36, 65, and 66, Rafii discloses that the above-described companion 
computer system may be a "PDA, a wireless telephone, a laptop PC, a pen-based computer, or 
any other electronic system to which it is desired to input data" (see column 8, lines 29-33). It is 
consequently understood that this companion computer system may be a wireless communicator 
providing wireless web browsing functionality, as is well-known in the art. As described above 
in the rejection for claim 1, the companion computer system of Rafii particularly comprises a 
projector, a sensor, and alpha-numeric information generation circuitry, like that described in 
claims 35 and 36, and which projects a an image of a keyboard onto a surface, senses user 
interaction with specific locations of the projected keyboard image, and generates an alpha- 
numeric output that may be useful in web browsing, like recited in claims 65 and 66. Such a 
companion computer system is therefore considered a wireless system, like that recited in claims 
35 and 36, and is considered to teach a method, Hke that recited in claims 65 and 66. 

Regarding claims 40, 41, 70, and 71, Rafii discloses that the above-described companion 
computer system may be a "PDA, a wireless telephone, a laptop PC, a pen-based computer, or 
any other electronic system to which it is desired to input data" (see column 8, lines 29-33), and 
that the user may input e-mail into the computer system (see column 8, lines 45-49). It is 
consequently understood that this companion computer system may be a wireless communicator 
providing email communication functionality, as Is well known in the art. As described above 
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in the rejection for claim 1, the companion computer system of Rafii particularly comprises a 
projector, a sensor, and alpha-numeric information generation circuitry, like that described in 
claims 40 and 41, and which projects a an image of a keyboard onto a surface, senses user 
interaction with specific locations of the projected keyboard image, and generates an alpha- 
numeric output that may be useful in web browsing, like recited in claims 70 and 71 . Such a 
companion computer system is therefore considered a wireless system, like that recited in claims 
40 and 41, and is considered to teach a method, like that recited in claims 70 and 71 . 

Regarding claims 45, 46, 75, and 76, Rafii discloses that the above-described companion 
computer system may be a "PDA, a wireless telephone, a laptop PC, a pen-based computer, or 
any other electronic system to which it is desired to input data" (see column 8, lines 29-33). It is 
consequently understood that this companion computer system may be a wireless communicator 
providing mobile commerce communication functionality, as is well-known in the art. As 
described above in the rejection for claim 1, the companion computer system of Rafii 
particularly comprises a projector, a sensor, and alpha-numeric information generation circuitry, 
like that described in claims 45 and 46, and which projects a an image of a keyboard onto a 
surface, senses user interaction with specific locations of the projected keyboard image, and 
generates an alpha- numeric output that may be useful in web browsing, hke recited in claims 75 
and.76. Such a companion computer system is therefore considered a wireless system, like that 
recited in claims 45 and 46, and is considered to teach a method, like that recited in claims 75 
and 76. 




\ 
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Claims 33 and 80 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(3) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
No. 6,690,357, which is attributed to Dunton et al. (and hereafter referred to as "Dunton"). In 
general, Dunton discusses methods and devices for inputting data and commands into computer 
systems, such as notebook computers or personal digital assistants (PDAs) (see column 1, line 
52 - column 2, Hne 10). Dunton particularly proposes configuring such computer systems to 
project an image of a keyboard and a mouse, which may be used to enter data into the computer 
system (for example, see column 2, line 59 - column 3, line 8). Thus regarding claims 33 and 
80, Dunton discloses that a computer system may comprise a projector, for projecting an image 
of mouse functionality onto an inert surface in front of the computer system (see column 2, line 
47 - column 3, line 8). Such a companion computer system also includes a sensor, specifically a 
"scanning sensor," which is for detecting user interaction with specific locations of the mouse 
image (see column 2, line 34 - column 3, line 15). Lastly, it is understood that this computer 
system also comprises cursor control information generation circuitry at the output of the sensor, 
the cursor control information generation circuitry providing a cursor, i.e. pointer, control output 
to a display (see column 2, line 59 - column 3, line 4). This computer system described by 
Dunton is therefore considered an apparatus, like that recited in claim 33, and is considered to 
teach a method, like that recited in claim 80. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this tiUe, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 13-16, 30, and 62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the U.S. Patent of Rafii, which is described above, and also over U.S. Patent No, 6,435,682, 
which is attributed to Kaelin et al. (and hereafter referred to as "Kaelin"). As shown above, Rafii 
presents a companion computer system, which like the apparatus recited in claim 1, comprises a 
projector for projecting an image of a keyboard onto an inert surface. Rafii, however, does not 
go into great detail in describing this projector, only that it comprises a laser or other light 
source, and a lens upon which is etched a diffractive pattem to serve as a mask (see column 10, 
lines 41-56). Consequently, Rafii does not expUcitly disclose that the projector comprises a 
mirror directing light passing through the mask onto an inert surface, as is recited in claim 14, or 
that the projector comprises a lens directing light from the light source through the mask, as is 
recited in claim 1 5. Rafii further does not expHcitly disclose that the projector comprises a 
spatial light modulator, like expressed in each of claims 30 and 62. 

Kaelin complements the teachings of Rafii, detailing a projector system used to project 
images onto an inert surface (see column 1, lines 48-59). Specifically like Rafii, Kaelin discloses 
that such an image projector system comprises a point light source, such as a laser, which 
illuminates a mask provided by a spatial light modulator in order to produce an image onto an 
inert surface (see column 2, lines 38-54; and column 3, line 38 - column 4, line 3). Regarding 
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the claimed invention, the image projector system of Kaehn comprises a mirror, to direct light 
passing through the mask onto the inert surface (see column 3, lines 30-37), and a lens, to direct 
light from the light source through the mask (see column 4, hnes 27-39). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of 
Rafii and Kaelin before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the companion 
computer system taught by Rafii to include the projector system of Kaelin in order to project the 
keyboard image. It would have been advantageous to one of ordinary skill to utilize such a 
combination because the projector system of Kaelin requires less energy than conventional 
projectors, as is taught by Kaelin (for example, see column 5, lines 19-40). An energy efficient 
projector is beneficial in a companion device, such as that taught by Rafii, which normally 
comprises a limited energy source. 

Claims 18, 31, 32, and 63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the combination of Rafii and Kaelin, which is described above, and also over U.S. Patent No. 
6,690,357, which is attributed to Dunton et al. (and hereafter referred to as *'Dunton"). As shown 
above, Rafii and Kaelin present a companion computer system, which like the apparatus recited 
in claims 13 and 30, comprises a mask, specifically a spatial light modulator, which when 
illuminated by a point light source produces an image of a keyboard on an inert surface. Kaelin 
teaches that the spatial light modulator may be dynamic, meaning that it is responsive to 
electrical input for producing a dynamic image on the inert surface (see column 4, lines 40-52). 
However, the projected keyboard taught by Rafii is static, and therefore, it is understood that the 
projector taught by the combination of Rafii and Kaelin, which projects this keyboard, does not 
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necessarily comprise such a dynamic spatial light modulator or mask, like expressed in claims 
1 8, 3 1, and 63. Moreover, neither Rafii nor Kaelin disclose that the projector also projects an 
image of mouse functionality onto the inert surface, whereby as expressed in claim 32, user 
interaction with this image of mouse functionality is sensed. 

Like the above-described combination of Rafii and Kaelin, Dunton presents a means for 
entering data into a computer system, whereby the computer system comprises a projector for 
projecting an image onto an inert surface, and comprises sensors to detect interaction with this 
image (see column 1, line 52 - column 2, line 10). Specifically regarding the claimed invention, 
Dunton proposes projecting an image of a keyboard and a mouse (see column 2, Hne 47 - 
column 3, line 8). In response to user interaction with the projected images, such as "movement" 
of the mouse or "depression" of a keyboard key, the image may be dynamically modified to 
reflect the user's interaction (see column 3, lines 9-14; and column 6, lines 17-26). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Rafii, Kaelin, and Dunton before him at the time the invention was made, to modify 
the companion computer system taught by Rafii and Kaelin, such that it also projects an image of 
a mouse, and includes a dynamic spatial light modulator, i.e. mask, in order to modify the 
projected images in response to user interaction, as is done by Dunton. It would have been 
advantageous to one of ordinary skill to utilize such a combination, because as is demonstrated 
by Dunton, the resulting input interface appears and behaves more like conventional input 
devices for computers. 
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Claim 79 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the U.S. Patent of 
Rafii, which is described above, and also over the U.S. Patent of Dunton, which is additionally 
described above. As shown above, Rafii teaches a method like that recited in claim 49, and 
which comprises projecting a keyboard onto an inert surface, and sensing user interaction with 
the projected keyboard. Rafii, however, does not explicitly disclose that an image of mouse 
functionality is also projected onto the inert surface, whereby as expressed in claim 79, user 
interaction with this image of mouse functionality is sensed. 

Like Rafii, Dunton presents a means for entering data into a computer system, whereby 
the computer system comprises a projector for projecting an image onto an inert surface, and 
comprises sensors to detect interaction with this image (see column 1, line 52 - column 2, line 
10). Specifically regarding the claimed invention, Dunton proposes projecting an image of a 
keyboard and a mouse (see column 2, line 47 - column 3, line 8). In response to user interaction 
with the projected images, such as "movement" of the mouse or "depression" of a keyboard key, 
the image may be dynamically modified to reflect the user's interaction (see column 3, lines 9- 
14; and column 6, lines 17-26). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Rafii and Dunton before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the 
companion computer system taught by Rafii such that it also projects an image of a mouse, as is 
done by Dunton. It would have been advantageous to one of ordinary skill to utilize such a 
combination, because as is demonstrated by Dunton, the resulting input interface appears and 
behaves more like conventional input devices for computers. 
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Claims 34, 37, 39, 42, 44, 47, 64, 67, 69, 72, 74, and 77 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over the U.S. Patent of Rafii, which is described above, and also 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,266,048, which is attributed to Carau, Sr. (and hereafter referred to as 
"Carau"). As described above in the rejections for claims 36, 41, 46, 66, 71, and 76, Rafii 
presents a companion computer system, which may be a wireless communicator providing web 
browsing functionality, email functionality, and/or mobile commerce communication 
functionality, and which comprises a projector for projecting an image of a keyboard onto a 
surface in front of the companion computer system. Rafii, however, does not explicitly disclose 
that this projector also projects an image of a display onto the surface, as is recited in each of 
claims 34, 37, 39, 42, 44, 47, 64, 67, 69, 72, 74, and 77. 

Like Rafii, Carau presents a means for entering data into a computer system, whereby the 
computer system comprises a projector for projecting an image onto an inert surface, and 
comprises sensors to detect interaction with this image (see column 1, lines 12-36). Specifically 
regarding the claimed invention, Carau proposes projecting an image of a keyboard and a display 
(For example, see column 1, lines 56-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of 
Rafii and Carau before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the companion 
computer system taught by Rafii to also project an image of a display, as is done by Carau. It 
would have been advantageous to one of ordinary skill to utilize such a combination, because 
projecting a display allows the computer system to be smaller, as is taught by Carau (see column 
1, lines 12-36). Regarding the claimed invention, it is understood that this projected display may 
comprise images produced during web browsing, messages produced during email 
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communication, or images produced during mobile commerce communication communication, 
which are common in displays of companion computer systems like those taught by Rafii. 

Claims 38, 43, 48, 68, 73, and 78 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Rafii and Carau, which is described above, and also over 
U.S. Patent No. 6,593,944, which is attributed to Nicolas et al. (and hereafter referred to as 
"Nicolas"). Regarding claims 38 and 68, the combination of Rafii and Carau presents a 
companion computer system, which like the apparatus and method expressed in claims 37 and 
67, respectively, comprises a projector for projecting an image of a keyboard and a display onto 
a surface, and a sensor for sensing user interaction with the projected keyboard. It is understood 
that the projected display may particularly comprise images produced during web browsing, a 
conventional ftinction of such companion computer systems. Neither Rafii nor Carau, however, 
explicitly disclose that the sensor senses user interaction with specific locations on this projected 
display, and that web browsing input circuitry at the output of the sensor provides a web 
browsing output based on user actuation of locations on the projected display, as is expressed in 
claims 38 and 68. 

Like Rafii and Carau, Nicolas discusses companion computer systems, such as PDAs and 
cellular phones, and regarding the claimed invention, Nicolas describes the use of such 
companion computer systems to display and browse web pages (see column 1, line 33 - column 
2, line 14). Nicolas particularly teaches that a companion computer system may display a web 
link, whereby in response to detecting user actuation of this web link with a stylus, a web 
browsing output, specifically a web page, is provided (see column 11, lines 52-67). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Rafii, Carau, and Nicolas before him at the time the invention was made, to modify 
the companion computer system taught by Rafii and Carau, such that the sensors also detect user 
interaction with the display, as is done by Nicolas. It would have been advantageous to one of 
ordinary skill to utilize such a combination because, as is demonstrated by Nicolas, the ability to 
directly interact with the display is useful in particular applications, such as web browsing. 

In reference to claims 43, 48, 73, and 78, the above-described companion computer 
system of Rafii, Carau, and Nicolas comprises a projector to project a display, and circuitry to 
output data in response to user actuation of specific locations on the projected display. It is 
understood that the projected display may comprise images produced during email 
communication or mobile commerce communication, which are common functions of such 
companion computer systems. Consequently, it is further understood that the sensor of the 
companion computer system senses user interaction with specific locations on the projected 
display, and that the circuitry at the output of this sensor may provide a mobile commerce or 
email communication output based on detected user interaction with specific locations of the 
projected display. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record on form PTO-892 and not relied upon is considered 
pertinent to applicant's disclosure. The apphcant is required under 37 C.F.R. §1.11 1(C) to 
consider these references fully when responding to this action. The Araon and Platzker et al. 
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U.S. Patents cited therein each teach methods for projecting an interface onto a surface, whereby 
a user may input information into a computer system by interacting with the interface- 
Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Blaine Basom whose telephone number is (703) 305-7694. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, from 8:30 am to 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached on (703) 308-3 1 16. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



btb 
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